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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed June 06 2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. In response to Applicant's argument that AganA/al fails to teach 
"receiving a message blocking request from a first network component at second 
network component, the message blocking request identifying a third network 
component, examiner respectfully maintains that AgarwaPs teaching of "transmission of 
code gap control message from SCP 10 to MSG 1" (see col. 2, lines 32-34), broadly 
meets the limitation of receiving a message blocking request from a first network 
component (SCP) at a second component (MSC) the message blocking request 
identifying a third network component (code gapping messages involves calls to be 
throttled). 

In regard to Applicants' argument that "Kadoshima et al. fails to suggest or teach 
"receiving a message blocking request from a first network component at a second 
network component, the message blocking request identifying a third network 
component", examiner maintains that Kadoshima's teaching as set forth in the rejection 
specifically "mobile communication switching center reporting its processing state, that 
is, the congested state or normal state, to the management center for restriction on 
traffic in a mobile communication system (see col. 6, lines 29-37) broadly meets the 
limitation of receiving a message blocking request from a first network component 
(management center) at a second component (mobile communication switching center) 
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the message blocking request identifying a third network component (congested state 
report involves call processing). 

In view of the above the rejections using AganA/al et al and Kadoshima et al, alone and 
in combinations meets the inventions as claimed and are maintained as repeated 
below. These rejections are made FINAL. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AlPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AlPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

2. Claims 1-4, 19, 20 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Agarwal et al. (6,317,601). 

The applied reference has a common assignee with the instant application. 
Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art 
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under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome 
either by a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in 
the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is thus not the 
invention "by another," or by an appropriate showing under 37 CFR 1 .131 . 

Regarding claims 1, 19, 20 and 23, Agarwal discloses a method for controlling 
messages in a communication system comprising the steps of: receiving a message 
blocking request from a first network component at a second network component, the 
message identifying a third network (transmission of code gap control message from 
SCP 10 to MSG 1, see col. 2, lines 31-57), and wherein the message blocking request 
specifies a duration of a blocking period (parameter specifying gap duration (the 
number of seconds for which code gapping should be applied), and the gap interval, 
see col. 2, lines 58-65, col. 3, lines 32-38). and preventing messages from being 
communicated from the third network component to the first network component if the 
first network component accepts the message blocking request based on an evaluation 
of the communication system (code gapping control being set up for the specified 
interval, service and digits, col. 3, lines 33-36). 

Regarding claim 2, Agarwal further discloses wherein the step of preventing is 
performed at the second network component (code gapping control being set up when 
the code gapping request message is received by an MSG, see col. 3, lines 33-36). 

Regarding claims 3 and 4, Aganval further discloses the step of sending a 
message blocking command to the third network component wherein the step of 
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preventing is performed at the third network component (feature of appropriate types of 
messages being subjected to code gapping, see col. 3, lines 34-40). 
3. Claims 19-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Kadoshima et al. (6,526,282). 

Regarding claims 19, 20 and 23 Kadoshima discloses a method for controlling 
messages in a communication system comprising the steps of: receiving a message 
blocking request from a first network component at a second network component, the 
message identifying a third network (mobile communication switching center reporting 
its processing state, that is, the congested state or the normal state, to the management 
center, see col. 6, lines 19-33), and preventing messages from being communicated 
from the third network component to the first network component if the first network 
component accepts the message blocking request based on an effect on the 
communication system that may result from the preventing of the messages (inherent in 
the management center managing the processing state of the mobile communication 
centers based on the reports of the processing states of the switching centers, see col. 
6, lines 34-40, col. 1 1 , line 33 to col. 1 2, line 6). 

Regarding claim 21 , Kadoshima further discloses preventing messages from 
being communicated from the third network to the first network component if the third 
network component accepts the message-blocking request (see col. 1 1 , lines 52-65). 

Regarding claim 22, Kadoshima further discloses wherein the step of preventing 
is performed at the third network component (inherent in not wastefully connecting a 
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speech channel to a nnobile communication switching center in a congested state, see 
col. 12, lines 25-39). 

Regarding claim 24, Kadoshima discloses a method for controlling messages in 
a communication system, comprising the steps of: receiving a message blocking 
request from a first network component at a second network component, the message 
blocking request identifying a third component, (mobile communication switching center 
reporting its processing state, that is. the congested state or the normal state, to the 
management center, see col. 6, lines 19-33), and wherein the message blocking 
request specifies at least one acceptance interval during a blocking period, the 
acceptance interval being a period during which at least one message may be 
communicated from the third network component to the first network component 
(attempt to connect speech channel to mobile switching center #1 in the congested 
state, if the usage rate of the CPU has temporary fallen based on the priority order of 
the other party - from the call originating terminal, see col. 17, lines 1-39, col. 18, lines 
5-50), and preventing messages from being communicated from the third network 
component to the first network component if the second network component accepts 
the message blocking request based on an evaluation of the communication system 
(inherent in the management center managing the processing state of the mobile 
communication centers based on the reports of the processing states of the switching 
centers, see col. 6, lines 34-40, col. 1 1 , line 33 to col. 12, line 6). 

Regarding claim 25, Kadoshima discloses a method for controlling messages in 
a communication system comprising the steps of: receiving a message blocking request 
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from a first network component at a second network component, the message 
identifying a third network (mobile communication switching center reporting its 
processing state, that is, the congested state or the normal state, to the management 
center, see col. 6, lines 19-33), and wherein the message blocking request specifies as 
an action to be taken by the third network element instead of communicating a message 
from the third network component to the first network component (provision of 
congestion call forwarding service using congested state management table, see col. 
18, lines 52-67), and preventing messages from being communicated from the third 
network component to the first network component if the second network component 
accepts the message blocking request based on an evaluation of the communication 
system (inherent in the management center managing the processing state of the 
mobile communication centers based on the reports of the processing states of the 
switching centers, see col. 6, lines 34-40, col. 1 1 , line 33 to col. 12, line 6). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 6, 7, 8 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Agarwal et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Kadoshima et al. 
(6,526,282), 

Regarding claims 6-8, Agarwal fails to explicitly teach wherein the message 
blocking request specifies at least one acceptance interval during a blocking period, the 
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acceptance interval being a period during which at least one message may be 
communicated from the third network component to the first network component, 
wherein the message blocking request specifies an action to be taken by the third 
network component element instead of communicating a message from the third 
network component to the first network component, wherein the second network 
component may modify the action specified in the message blocking request. 

In an analogous field of endeavor, Kadoshima discloses a method and 
apparatus for controlling the restriction of traffic in a mobile communication system 
when congestion occurs see col. 1 , line 48 to col. 2, line 9). According to Kadoshima, an 
attempt to connect speech channel to mobile switching center #1 in the congested 
state, if the usage rate of the CPU has temporary fallen based on the priority order of 
the other party - from the call originating terminal is made, (see col. 17. lines 1-39, col. 
18, lines 5-50), which reads on the message blocking request specifies at least one 
acceptance interval during a blocking period, the acceptance interval being a period 
during which at least one message may be communicated from the third network 
component to the first network component and wherein the message blocking request 
specifies as an action to be taken by the third network element instead of 
communicating a message from the third network component to the first network 
component through provision of congestion call forwarding service using congested 
state management table, which may lead to modification of the action specified in the 
message blocking request (see col. 18, lines 52-67, col. 20, lines 1-42). Kadoshima 
teaches that determining the congestion state of a destination mobile communication 
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switching center helps to reduce the time for processing of switching mobile 
communications to reduce the wasteful connection of speech channels (see col. 22. 
lines 6-16). 

It would therefore have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine Kadoshima's communication processing management system with Agarwal's 
Automatic code gapping system in order to reduce wasteful connection of 
communication resources as taught by Kadoshima. 

Regarding claim 17, the combination of AganA/al and Kadoshima further 
teaches wherein the action includes communicating the message from the third network 
component to a specified alternate destination as taught by Kadoshima (see col. 18, 
lines 52-67). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 9-15,16 and 18 are allowed. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Ginzboorg (6,018,519) discloses a system for overload 
prevention in a telecommunications network node. 

Smith et al. (6,741,694) discloses a service control point having call blocking capability. 
Snape (6,870,922) discloses a system for overload prevention in an intelligent network. 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO IVIONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Charles N. Appiah whose telephone number is 571 272- 
7904. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30AM-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nick Corsaro can be reached on 571-272-7876. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomiation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated infomnation 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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